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STATEMENT OF THE CASE 
A. Nature ofthe Case. 
The following is an introductory outline of the case. A detailed recitation, with 
citations to the record, follows in the Statement of Facts. 
The subject of this dispute is a cabin and improvements situated on liz acre of 
Forest Service land in Valley County, Idaho. 
The right to use the land is derived from a Special Use Permit issued by the Forest 
Service. 
Respondent Mary A. ("Toni") Snider and Appellant Ronald D. Arnold, are sister 
and brother. 
Their father, Francis Doyle Arnold, originally obtained a Special Use Permit from 
the Forest Service on June 22, 1957, to occupy the subject parcel and construct a cabin. 
He subsequently constructed the cabin that was used by the family until his death 
on October 24, 1982. 
At the time of his death, Doyle Arnold was married to Bette Marie Arnold. They 
were married in 1973. According to the terms of his Last Will and Testament, all 
property owned at the time of his death was given to Bette, if she survived him. In the 
event she did not survive, the Special Use Permit, cabin and appurtenances were to be 
given to his children, Ron Arnold and Toni Snider, "share and share alike." Bette did 
survive and was awarded the property. 
However, because she never thought of the cabin as hers, and didn't really care 
about it, and in an effort to honor her husband's wishes, on January 6, 1983, Bette gave 
the property to Ron and Toni. She did this by executing a "Request for Termination of 
and Application for Special Use Permit" stating that all right, title and interest of her and 
Mr. Arnold had been conveyed, and requesting that the Special Use Permit be transferred 
into the names of "Ronald D. or Dorothy A. Arnold and Steven 1. or Mary A. Snider". 
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The contact person for correspondence was to be Ronald D. Arnold. A copy of this 
document is provided as Appendix A. 
In response, on February 1, 1983, the Forest Service prepared a Special Use 
Permit only in the names of Ronald D. Arnold and Dorothy A. Arnold. 
On February 7, 1983, the District Ranger sent a letter to Ronald Arnold indicating 
that the permit could not be issued as the parties had requested because a new policy had 
been instituted preventing issuance of a permit to more than one person, except in the 
case of husband and wife. A copy of this letter is reproduced as Appendix B. 
Toni never actually saw the letter or the Special Use Permit until recently when 
she obtained a copy from the Forest Service under the Freedom of Information Act. 
When Ron received that letter he called Toni to discuss it. In the phone 
conversation, Ron told Toni that the Forest Service could not put the permit in both 
families' names, because of a new policy. He did not mention anything to her about them 
being able to form some type of legal entity to put it into. 
In that conversation, Ron and Toni agreed that the permit could remain in the 
names of Ronald D. Arnold and Dorothy A. Arnold, as the Forest Ranger had done, with 
the understanding that it was being held for the mutual benefit of both families. Ron told 
Toni they could draw up some kind of an agreement between them if she wanted, but he 
didn't think it was necessary. Toni completely trusted him and did not believe a written 
agreement was necessary at the time. 
For the next 26 years, the two families shared the use of the cabin and have shared 
the expenses, including but not limited to lease payments to the Forest Service, personal 
property taxes to Valley County, Idaho, utilities, membership dues to the homeowners 
association, and maintenance expenses. 
In addition, the parties have shared the labor and expense of a number of 
improvements to the property. 
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In 2009, Ron and Dorothy Arnold began to take the position that the cabin and all 
the personal property belonged exclusively to them, because Bette had actually intended 
to give it only to them. They announced that Toni and Steve would merely have the right 
to continue to share the use of the premises during their lifetimes, but have no ownership 
interest. 
Only after obtaining copies of the records from the Forest Service in 2009, and 
after consultation with their attorney, did Sniders realize that they could have formed 
some type of legal entity with the Arnolds to own the permit and the cabin. They then 
approached Ron and Dorothy about the idea and were refused. 
This lawsuit followed, with the Sniders seeking declaratory relief under the 
provisions ofIdaho Code 10-1201, et seq., with several theories having been advanced in 
the complaint, including resulting trust, implied contract, quasi estoppel, and unjust 
enrichment. The theory of constructive trust was later raised and tried as an additional 
theory for the court to consider. 
The district court found that a constructive trust had been created and declared the 
parties joint owners of the subject property. 
B. Course of Proceedings Below. Respondents agree with the 
Appellant's recitation of the Course of Proceedings below. 
C. Statement of Facts. 
Nearly all of the essential facts in this case are disputed, so the following 
statement is of the facts as presented by Steve and Toni Snider. Their position was 
supported by the testimony of Earlene Taylor, a cousin of Toni and Ron (Tr. Vol. I, pp. 5-
12); Frank Jardine, a mutual friend of the parties (Tr. Vol. I, pp. 13-24; Betty Jean 
Arnold, formerly married to Doyle Arnold's brother (Tr. Vol. I, pp 25-33); and the trial 
exhibits. 
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The Appellant Ronald D. Arnold and the Respondent, Mary A. ("Toni") Snider 
are brother and sister. Tr. Vol. I, p. 38, L. 21-22. Their father, Francis Doyle Arnold, 
originally obtained a Special Use Permit from the Forest Service on June 25, 1957, to 
occupy Lot 2 of the Paradise Valley Tract, Valley County, Idaho, and construct a summer 
home. PI. Ex. 2(a). He subsequently constructed the cabin that was used by the family 
until his death on October 24, 1982. (Mary Snider Aff. ~ 2, R. Vol. I, p. 184, 
Attachment to PI. Ex. 2(d». 
At the time of his death, Doyle was married to Bette Marie Arnold. They were 
married sometime in 1973. (Aff. Mary Snider, ~ 8, R. Vol. I, p. 186; Tr. Vol. II, p. 56, L. 
9). According to the terms of his Last Will and Testament (PI. Ex. 1), all property owned 
at the time of his death was given to Bette Marie Arnold, if she survived him. In the event 
she did not survive, the Special Use Permit, cabin and appurtenances were to be given to 
his children, Ronald D. Arnold and Mary A. Snider, "share and share alike." Bette had 
also made a will of her own with identical provisions. Tr. Vol. II, p. 63, L. 19 - p. 64, L. 
7. 
At one time, Doyle had apparently considered transferring it to Ron, but thought 
better of it and stated in a letter to the Forest Service on March 10, 1977 (PI. Ex. 2(h»: 
"We have decided that there will not be a transfer of ownership of our cabin to Ronald D. 
Arnold. Our plan is to include that transfer via a drawing of will." 
Bette did survive and was awarded the property. Tr. Vol. I, p. 42, L. 14-19. 
Bette was not really interested in the cabin and therefore gave it to Ron and 
Dorothy Arnold and Steve and Toni Snider, in accordance with Doyle's wishes. Tr. Vol. 
I, p. 7, L. 23 - p. 8, 17; p. 11, L. 1-9 (Testimony of Earlene Taylor); Tr. Vol. I, p. 29, 
L. 3-6; p. 32, L. 22- p. 33, L. 1 (Testimony of Betty Jean Arnold); Tr. Vol. I, p. 71, 17 
- L. 25; p. 74, L. 3-6 (Testimony of Toni Snider); Tr. Vol. I, p. 143, L. 24- 144, 8 
(Testimony of Steve Snider). 
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On January 6, 1983, Ronald D. Arnold, Dorothy A. Arnold, Bette F. Arnold, 
Mary A. Snider, and Steven J. Snider, all signed a "Request for Termination of and 
Application for Special Use Permit" stating that all right, title and interest of Bette F. 
Arnold and Doyle Arnold had been conveyed, and requesting that the Special Use Permit 
be transferred into the names of "Ronald D. or Dorothy A. Arnold and Steven J. or Mary 
A. Snider". ( PI. Ex. 2( d)); Tr. Vol. I, p. 42, L. 20 - p. 44, L. 6. 
The parties have different recollections about the circumstances under which this 
document was executed. Toni recalled that all the parties had met together at the Forest 
Service office in Cascade to sign. (Aff. Mary A. Snider, ~ 4, R. Vol. I, p. 184). Steve 
remembers it differently, with Bette having signed first, probably at her home, followed 
by Ron, Dorothy, Steve and Toni all getting together at the Arnold's home to sign. Tr. 
Vol. I, p. 140, L. 7 - p. 141 L. 6. This memory is consistent with the Arnold's memory of 
the time and place, for the most part. Tr. Vol. II, p. 89, L. 18-p. 90, L. 5; p. 96, L. 19-25 
(Ron Arnold Testimony); Tr. Vol. II, p. 202, L. 17- p. 203, L. 23 (Testimony of Dorothy 
Arnold). 
All five names were on the document at the time it was signed on January 6, 
1983. No names were added later. There was no conversation among any of the parties to 
the effect that the permit was being transferred only to Ron and Dorothy and that Steve 
and Mary would be allowed to "use" the cabin. Tr. Vol. I, p. 45, L. 2-14 (Testimony of 
Toni Snider); Tr. Vol. I, p. 141, L. 7-9 (Testimony of Steve Snider). 
The transfer form indicates that the transfer was to both families without 
reservation or condition. The contact person for correspondence was to be Ronald D. 
Arnold. The application was forwarded to the Cascade Ranger, Charles Jones, who 
signed it on January 14, 1983, recommending approval. (PI. Ex. 2(d)). 
On February 1, 1983, the Cascade Ranger sent a special use permit containing 
only the names of Ron and Dorothy Arnold to Ron Arnold (PI. Ex. 2( e)) with instructions 
to sign the permit and pay the fee to the Supervisor's office in Boise. (PI. Ex. 2(k») 
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On February 7, 1983, the District Ranger sent a letter to Ronald Arnold (Pl. Ex. 
2(1)) explaining that, despite the intention of the parties that the new permit be issued in 
the names of the Arnolds and Sniders, the reason only the names of Ronald and Dorothy 
Arnold were on the permit was because a new Forest Service policy had been instituted, 
as follows: 
"A special use permit naming more than one person or legal entity will not be 
issued except where requested by a husband and wife." 
The Forest Service Ranger had taken it upon himself to simply put the permit into 
the names of Ronald and Dorothy Arnold, omitting the names of Steve and Mary Snider. 
Toni never actually saw the letter or the Special Use Permit until recently in the 
course of this litigation. Tr. Vol. I, p. 45, L. 25 - p. 46, L. 14. 
When Ron received that letter he called Toni to discuss it. In the phone 
conversation, Ron told Toni that the Forest Service could not put the permit in both 
families' names, because of a new policy. He did not mention anything to her about them 
being able to form some type of legal entity to hold title. 
In that conversation, Ron and Toni agreed that the permit could remain in the 
names of Ronald D. Arnold and Dorothy A. Arnold, as the Forest Ranger had done, with 
the understanding that it was being held for the mutual benefit of both families. Ron told 
Toni they could draw up some kind of an agreement between them if she wanted, but he 
didn't think it was necessary. Toni completely trusted him and did not believe a written 
agreement was necessary at the time. Tr. Vol. I, p. 46, L. 15 - p. 48. L. 11. 
Steve remembers a subsequent meeting at the Arnold's house where that 
information was discussed and confirmed. Tr. Vol. I, p. 141, 23 p.143, 17. 
Ron did not say that he considered he and Dorothy to be the sole owners of the 
cabin and that Steve and Mary could use it. In fact, the time Ron ever told Toni that 
he considered the cabin to belong solely to he and Dorothy was in July or August of 2009 
at JB's Restaurant in Meridian. Tr. Vol. I, p. 66, 5 - p. 68, L. 7. 
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Contrary to the information presented to the court by Ron Arnold and Bette 
Arnold, on at least four occasions since the permit was transferred in January of 1983, 
Bette Arnold has stated to various people that her intention was for the permit and cabin 
to go to both Ron and Toni. 
The first occasion was approximately two weeks after signing the document 
transferring the permit. Steve and Toni went to Bette Arnold's house to thank her for 
signing over the cabin to the four of them. Her response was that it was what their dad 
had wanted and she (Bette) had always intended to sign it over to "Toni and Ron." She 
said she had no moral claim to it as it had been the family cabin since long before she and 
Doyle had gotten married. (Work on the cabin was begun in the mid-1950's and Doyle 
and Bette did not get married until approximately 1973). Tr. Vol. I, p. 130, L. 8 p.131, 
L. 4 (Aff. of Mary A. Snider, ~ 8, R. Vol. I., p. 186); Tr. Vol. I, p. 143, L. 18 p. 144, L. 
8 (Testimony of Steve Snider). 
Another occasion was also shortly after the transfer in January of 1983, when 
Bette stated to Earlene Taylor that she had signed the cabin over to Ron and Toni, "just as 
their father had wanted". Tr. Vol. I, p. 7, L. 23 p. 11, L. 9. 
The third occasion was in the late summer of 2009, when Steve and Toni went to 
Bette's house to discuss it with her. She stated that as far as she was concerned she had 
done what Doyle had wanted. She considered the cabin to belong to "you kids" and that it 
had never really been hers. She added that she didn't think what Ron was doing was 
right. Tr. Vol. I, p. 69, L. 14 - p. 72, L. 4 (Testimony of Toni Snider); Tr. Vol. II, p. 8, L. 
20 - p. 10, 11 (Testimony of Steve Snider). 
The final occasion was in October of2009 when aunt Betty Jean Arnold and Toni 
took Bette to lunch. She reiterated that she had signed it over to "you kids" and that was 
the end of the story. Tr. Vol. I, p. 72, 5 -po 74, 11 (Testimony of Mary Snider); 
Vol. I, p. 26, L. 1 p.33, 1 (Testimony of Betty Jean Arnold). 
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From 1983 until recently the parties' course of conduct has been entirely 
consistent with joint ownership. 
Until Ron took it down sometime in 2009 (Tr. Vol. II, p. 182, L. 9 - 11) there was 
a sign in front of the cabin for many years that said "Arnold/Snider." Tr. Vol. I, p. 51, L. 
6-13. 
Toni's family and Ron's family have shared the use of the cabin on an essentially 
equal basis. Tr. Vol. I, p. 48, L. 12 p. 50, L. 20 (Testimony of Toni Snider); Tr. Vol. I, 
p. 144, L. 9 p. 145, L. 7 (Testimony of Steve Snider). 
They have also shared the expenses, including but not limited to lease payments 
to the Forest Service, personal property taxes to Valley County, Idaho, utilities, 
membership dues to the homeowners association, and maintenance expenses. Ron kept 
all the records pertaining to the cabin, including the records of the expenses, and several 
times each year he would call Toni to let her know what the lease payments, taxes, and 
insurance were. Ron would pay the bills and Toni would reimburse him for her half. In 
2009 and 2010, since Ron no longer told them the exact expenses, they tendered 
estimated amounts of $600 per year, but those tenders were refused. Tr. Vol. I, p. 51, L. 
14 - p. 56, L. 5 (Testimony of Mary Snider) (PI. Ex. 4 and 5). 
Unfortunately, most of the Sniders' records, including checks, were lost in a flood 
of their basement in 2009, so they were unable to document the full extent of their cost-
sharing. Tr. Vol. I, p. 53, L. 25 p. 54, L. 3. 
Since 1983 the Sniders have also shared the labor and expense of repairs and 
improvements to the property, and have done some improvements on their own. Tr. VoL 
I, p. 57, L. 16 p. 61, L. 17 (Testimony of Toni Snider); Tr. Vol. I, p. 145, L. 8 - Vol. II, 
p. 8, 19 (Testimony of Steve Snider); ( PI. Ex. 4, 5, and 10) 
It is probably true, based on the totality of the evidence, that Ron and Dorothy 
did somewhat more than Steve and Toni, because Steve was working for the BLM in the 
summers and was not always available. Also, Ron enjoyed the work and his nature 
11 
dictated that he do it his way, according to his time schedule. Tr. Vol. I, p. 138, L. 23 - p. 
140, L. 6. 
All parties participated in the activities and work of the cabin owner's association, 
and Steve and Toni both held offices over the years, as well as helping maintain the 
community water system. Tr. Vol. I, p. 56, L. 6 p. 57, L. 15 (Testimony of Toni 
Snider); Tr. Vol. II, p. 5, L. 14 p. 6, L. 14 (Testimony of Steve Snider). 
Based on a conversation with the local ranger in 2005, the parties mistakenly 
believed that they needed something more from Bette to transfer ownership of the 
improvements (which had in fact already been transferred in 1983). Steve offered to go 
talk to her, but Ron said he would do it. He drew up a "Bill of Sale" (PI. Ex. 3), and took 
it to Bette for her signature. It confirms that the title was held by Ron, but that the 
intention of Doyle Arnold was that the cabin be shared. The document states: 
"This transfer is in agreement with the intentions of my late husband, Francis Doyle 
Arnold. Further, his intent was that the cabin and property be shared with Mary A. Snider 
(sister of Ronald D. Arnold)." 
When Steve and Toni fIrst saw the document 14 months later, on approximately 
August 22,2006 (PI. Ex. 3(a)), they were not concerned because it just made the legal 
title to the cabin match the legal title to the permit, and reiterated that it was to be shared 
with Toni, as was their father's intention. Toni never understood it to change anything 
and still considered her and Steve to be co-owners with Ron and Dorothy. Tr. Vol. 1., p. 
62, L. 6 p. 66. L. 4; Tr. Vol. I, p. 103, L. 21 p. 107, L. 15. 
Toni categorically denies that Ron told her at this time that he considered the 
permit and the cabin as belonging only to he and Dorothy. Tr. Vol. I, p. 65, 9 - 25. 
On several occasions since 1983, Steve and Toni spoke casually to one of the 
Forest Service representatives about getting their names on the lease, but were told the 
policy had not changed, and they could not have their names added because of the 
restriction to only husband and wife. Aff. Mary Snider, ~ 13, R. Vol. I, p. 187. 
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Until recently, Steve and Toni never understood that a legal entity could have 
been formed to own the cabin. Tr. Vol. I, p. 133, L. 2 p. 134, L. 3. 
Toni noticed in the past few years that the "climate" of the Sniders' relationship 
with Ron and Dorothy began to change. Ron and Dorothy were not forthcoming about 
expenses, and Toni had to ask repeatedly to find out the Snider's share of expenses. The 
things she bought for the cabin were taken down. Communication was poor. 
Finally, she confronted Ron in approximately July or August of 2009 at a lunch 
meeting at JB's Restaurant in Meridian. There Ron told Toni,/or thefirst time, that he 
considered the cabin to be his alone, to be passed down to his children, but that Steve and 
Toni could continue to use it. Tr. Vol. I, p. 66, L. 5 p. 69, L. 8. 
Ron and Dorothy have also demonstrated that they understood the cabin to be half 
owned by the Sniders by attempting to arrange a buy-out of the Sniders' interest, or 
offering to sell their interest. Tr. Vol. I, p. 75, L. 3 - 22. 
Ron also admitted to Frank Jardine, a mutual family friend of both parties, that the 
cabin was jointly owned during a discussion in the mid, 1980' s. Tr. Vol. I, p. 13, L. 13 
p. 24, L. 16. 
ADDITIONAL ISSUES PRESENTED ON APPEAL 
There are no additional issues presented on appeal. 
ATTORNEY FEES ON APPEAL 
Respondents seek to recover their costs and attorney's fees on appeal pursuant to 
Idaho Code §12-121, on the grounds that the appeal is brought frivolously, unreasonably, 
or without foundation. 
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When an appellant does not identify a finding of fact that is not supported by 
substantial and competent evidence, and the appellate court is simply asked to second-
guess factual determinations and is not asked to establish new legal standards, nor modify 
or clarify existing standards, the appeal has been brought frivolously, unreasonably and 
without foundation. Gibson v. Ada County, 142 Idaho 746, 133 P. 3rd 1211 (Idaho 2006), 
citing Fairchildv. Fairchild, 106 Idaho 147,152,676 P. 2d 722, 727 (Ct.App.l984). 
ARGUMENT 
DID THE DISTRICT COURT FAIL TO PROPERLY APPLY 
THE CLEAR AND CONVINCING EVIDENCE STANDARD 
IN FINDING THAT SNIDERS WERE ENTITLED TO IMPOSITION 
OF A CONSTRUCTIVE TRUST 
A. Applicable Legal Standards. 
(1) Respondents do not dispute that "clear and convincing" evidence is 
required. 
There is no question that the Sniders were required to prove their claim to the 
existence of a trust by clear and convincing evidence. It is asserted, however, that they 
have met that burden. In J\;iatter of Courtright's Estate, this Court set forth the principle 
that such a burden is met by presentation of substantial and competent evidence to 
support a finding. 
Review by this court of findings of fact by a trial court in a case where a fact must 
be established by Clear and Convincing evidence is simply to determine whether there is 
substantial and competent evidence to sustain that finding. ¥lhere there is evidence in the 
record from which the trial court might conclude the issue has been resolved by clear and 
convincing evidence, this court will not set its resolution aside. Lomas & Nettleton Co. v. 
[99 Idaho 579] Page 269 Tiger Enterprises, Inc., 99 Idaho 539, 585 P.2d 949 (1978); 
Nelson v. Armstrong, 99 Idaho 422,582 P.2d 1100 (1978); Smith v. Bogert, 96 Idaho 522, 
531 P.2d 1167 (1975); Greene v. Cooke, 96 Idaho 48,524 P.2d 176 (1973); Idaho First 
Nat'l Bankv. First Nat'l Bank of Caldwell, 81 Idaho 285,340 P.2d 1094 (1959); Estes v. 
Magee, 62 Idaho 82,109 P.2d 631 (1940); Parks v. Mulledy, 49 Idaho 546, 290 P. 205 
(1930); Wright v. Rosebaugh, 46 Idaho 526, 269 P. 98 (1928); Panhandle Lumber Co. v. 
Rancour, 24 Idaho 603,135 P. 558 (1913). See, Ed Sparks & Sons v. Joe Campbell 
Canst. Co., 99 Idaho 139,578 P.2d 681 (1978). Thus, where a trial court finds certain 
14 
facts to have been established by clear and convincing evidence the trial court's 
determination "(will) not be set aside unless clearly erroneous." LR.C.P. 52(a). Matter of 
Courtright's Estate, 99 Idaho 575, 586 P.2d 265 (Idaho 1978) 
In Christensen v. Nelson, 125 Idaho 663,873 P.2d 917 (Idaho App. 1994) 
the Court elaborated: 
When reviewing findings of fact by a trial court in a case where a fact must be 
established by clear and convincing evidence, our job is simply to determine whether 
there is substantial and competent evidence to sustain that finding. Matter of Estate of 
Courtright, 99 Idaho 575, 578, 586 P.2d 265,268 (1978); Hofmeister v. Bauer, 110 Idaho 
960, Page 920 [125 Idaho 666] 719 P.2d 1220 (Ct.App.1986). "Substantial and 
competent" evidence is evidence that a reasonable trier of fact would accept and rely 
upon in determining whether a disputed point of fact has been proven. P Fe, Inc. v. 
Rockland Telephone Co., Inc., 121 Idaho 1036, 1038, 829 P.2d 1385, 1387 
(Ct.App.1992). 
(2) Where facts have been established by clear and convincing evidence, 
the trial court's determination will not be set aside unless clearly erroneous. 
Findings of fact shall not be set aside unless clearly erroneous. In the application 
of this principle regard shall be given to the special opportunity of the trial court to judge 
the credibility of those witnesses who appear personally before it. IR.CP Rule 52(a) 
When a district court sits without a jury and issues specific findings of fact, our 
review of the findings of fact below is limited. We will not set aside the lower court's 
findings of fact unless they are clearly erroneous. LR.C.P. 52(a). We do not weigh the 
evidence, nor do we substitute our view ofthe facts for the view of the trial jUdge. We 
defer especially to the district court's opportunity to judge the credibility of witnesses 
appearing personally before it. LR.C.P. 52(a); Rueth v. State, 103 Idaho 74, 644 P.2d 
1333 (1982); County of Canyon v. Wilkerson, 123 Idaho 377, 848 P.2d 435 
(Ct.App.1993). Christensen v. Nelson, Supra. 
(3) Application of the law to the facts is subject to free review. 
Unlike our review of findings of fact, application of the law to the facts is subject 
to a free review. Kawai Farms, Inc. v. Longstreet, 121 Idaho 610, 613, 826 P.2d 1322, 
1325 (1992); Cole v. Kunzler, 115 Idaho 552, 555, 768 P.2d 815,818 (Ct.App.1989); 
Standards of Appellate Review § 3.2, IDAHO APPELLATE HANDBOOK (Idaho Law 
Foundation, Inc. 1985). Christensen v. Nelson, supra. 
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The law is clear that the evaluation of the credibility of witnesses is within the 
exclusive province of the trial judge, and so long as he based his findings upon 
substantial and competent evidence, his findings will not be set aside unless clearly 
erroneous. 
(4) The trial court set forth and applied the correct legal principles 
applicable to constructive trusts. 
In the court's Conclusions of Law, it stated as follows: 
"Constructive trusts are raised by equity for the purpose of working out right and 
justice where there is no intention of the party to create a relation and often directly 
contrary to the intention of the one holding the legal title Mikesell v. NewWorld 
Development Corp., 122 Idaho 868; citing Hanger v. Hess, 49 Idaho 325 (1930). If one 
party obtains legal title to property, not only by fraud or by violation of confidence or of 
fiduciary relation, but in any other unconscencious manner, so that he cannot equitably 
retain the property which really belongs to another, equity carries out its theory of double 
ownership, equitable and legal, by impressing a constructive trust upon the property in 
favor of the one who is in good conscious entitled to it and who is considered in equity as 
the beneficial owner. Id Furthermore, "Constructive trusts are created by courts of equity 
whenever title to property is found in one who in fairness ought not to be allowed to 
retain it." Klein v. Shaw, 109 Idaho 237, 240, 706 P. 2d 1348,1351 (Ct. App. 1985) 
(citing G.G. Bogert & G.T. Bogert, The Law of Trusts & Trustees § 471 (1978)). 
The Court then found that all the elements which warrant the imposition of a 
construction trust are present in this case. R. Vol. II, p. 366, L. 14 - p. 367, L. 4. 
(5) In the alternative, the evidence would support the imposition of a 
resulting trust. 
As a general rule a constructive trust grows out of fraud or confidential or 
fiduciary relations existing between the parties. Yet we think the principle upon which 
the doctrine is founded is broader than that. While it is true in this case the ordinary 
confidential or fiduciary relations are not shown, the evidence does disclose that while 
respondent had and occupied his separate room, nevertheless the parties lived under the 
same roof and dined at the same table, the respondent furnishing the fuel and provisions, 
the appellant doing the housework. Respondent testified he considered appellant a good 
housekeeper and a good cook. We think the goodwill and confidence of an old man 
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without a home may be won through comfort and good cooking alone quite as completely 
as the doctrine in question requires. 
Whether the allegations of the complaint and the proof are sufficient to support a 
resulting trust, as that doctrine is technically known in the law, or only the broader 
doctrine of constructive trust, is not controlling. Manifestly the complaint, the proof, and 
the findings of the court are sufficient for the establishment of a constructive trust as that 
equitable principle has been approved by this court. Cancelation of the deed is not 
dependent upon which of these trusts was established. Hanger v. Hess, supra. 
We also uphold the result of the district court's decision under a theory of 
constructive trust. Andre v. Morrow, 106 Idaho 455, 459,680 P.2d 1355, 1359 (1984) 
(appellate court may affirm result of lower court's judgment on legal theory different 
from one employed by the lower court). Miksell v. Newworld Development Corp.) Supra 
B. Discussion. 
The District Judge had extensive exposure to the facts of this case, as presented 
by both parties, well prior to the actual trial, by virtue of the proceedings on the Arnolds' 
Motion for Summary Judgment. He had read the respective affidavits of the parties, and 
reviewed the documents that had been submitted. During the course of the two-day trial, 
he had the opportunity to hear the testimony given by the parties, observe their demeanor, 
and weigh their credibility. 
I.R.c.P. 52(a) and the decisions of this court clearly state that the findings made 
by the trial judge will not be set aside unless they are clearly erroneous, with regard being 
given to the special opportunity of the trial court to judge the credibility of those 
witnesses who appear personally before it. This court is not to weigh the evidence or 
substitute its view of the facts for the view of the trial judge. This court is to defer 
especially to the district court's opportunity to judge the credibility of witnesses 
appearing personally before it. 
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BETTE GAVE THE CABIN TO BOTH FAMILIES. 
The court essentially found that Bette Arnold had intended to, and did, give the 
permit and cabin to both families, and specifically found that the testimony of Bette 
Arnold to the contrary was not credible. The evidence in the record supporting these 
findings includes the following: 
Intention of Doyle Arnold. 
Repeatedly during the trial, the intention of Doyle Arnold as to the disposition of 
the cabin was brought up by both sides. Both sides insisted that they were doing what he 
had wanted. Despite the testimony of both Bette and Ron that Doyle wanted Ron to have 
the cabin, that intention is directly in conflict with the only written statements of his 
intention available to us his letter to the Forest Service of March 10, 1977, ( PI. Ex. 2(h) 
and his Last Will and Testament (PI. Ex. 1). 
At one time, Doyle had apparently considered transferring the cabin to Ron, but 
thought better of it and stated in a letter to the Forest Service on March 10, 1977 (PI. Ex. 
2(h)): "We have decided that there will not be a transfer of ownership of our cabin to 
Ronald D. Arnold. Our plan is to include that transfer via a drawing of will." 
According to the terms of his Last Will and Testament (PI. Ex. 1), all property 
owned at the time of his death was given to Bette Marie Arnold, if she survived him. In 
the event she did not survive, the Special Use Permit, cabin and appurtenances were to be 
given to his children, Ronald D. Arnold and Mary A. Snider, "share and share alike." 
Bette had also made a will of her own with identical provisions. Tr. Vol. II, p. 63, 19-
p. 64, L. 7. 
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Bette admitted on cross-examination that she had agreed with Doyle to take care 
of the transfer of the cabin through their wills. Tr. Vol. II, p. 60, L. 18-21. She also 
admitted that what was written in the wills was a written statement of his wishes. Tr. Vol. 
II, p. 65, L. 9 - 12. 
In 2005, she signed another document that reiterated her husband's intention that 
the property be shared between Ron and Toni. (PI. Ex. 3). 
The Transfer Form. 
A few months after Doyle's death, the Sniders and Arnolds, who all knew of the 
provisions of his will, and that Bette had become the owner of the property, were 
concerned about what she might do with it. Ron agreed to try to get her to sign it over to 
Toni and Ron. Tr. Vol. I, p. 140, L. 7 - 25. 
The paperwork used to make the transfer was a Forest Service form ( PI. Ex. 
2( d)). The form unequivocally states that Bette is thereby transferring her interest to both 
the Sniders and the Arnolds. 
Bette's Statements to Others. 
On at least four occasions thereafter Bette stated to various people that her 
intention was for the permit and cabin to go to both Ron and Toni. 
The first occasion was approximately two weeks after signing the document 
transferring the permit. Steve and Toni went to Bette Arnold's house to thank her for 
signing over the cabin to the four of them. Her response was that it was what their dad 
had wanted and she (Bette) had always intended to sign it over to "Toni and Ron." She 
'said she had no moral claim to it as it had been the family cabin since long before she and 
Doyle had gotten married. (Work on the cabin was begun in the mid-1950's and Doyle 
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and Bette did not get married until approximately 1973). Tr. Vol. I, p. 130, L. 8 - p. 131, 
L. 4 (Testimony of Toni Snider); (Aff. Mary A. Snider. ~ 8, R. Vol. I., p. 186); Tr. Vol. I, 
p. 143, L. 18 -po 144, L. 8 (Testimony of Steve Snider). 
Another occasion was also shortly after the transfer in January of 1983, when 
Bette stated to Earlene Taylor that she had signed the cabin over to Ron and Toni, "just as 
their father had wanted". Tr. Vol. I, p. 7, L. 23 - p. 11, L. 9. Earlene Taylor has no bias in 
favor of Toni. She is a cousin to both Ron and Toni. She went on to state that it was "kind 
of family knowledge that the cabin would go to Ron and Toni." Tr. Vol. I., p. 11, L. 25 
p. 12. L. 1). 
The third occasion was in the late summer of2009, when Steve and Toni went to 
Bette's house to discuss it with her. She stated that as far as she was concerned she had 
done what Doyle had wanted. She considered the cabin to belong to "you kids" and that it 
had never really been hers. She added that she didn't think what Ron was doing was 
right. Tr. Vol. I, p. 69, L. 14 - p. 72, L. 4 (Testimony of Toni Snider); Tr. Vol. II, p. 8, L. 
20 - p. 10, L. 11 (Testimony of Steve Snider). 
The final occasion was in October of2009 when aunt Betty Jean Arnold and Toni 
took Bette to lunch. She reiterated that she had signed it over to "you kids" and that was 
the end of the story. Tr. Vol. I, p. 72, L. 5 -po 74, L. 11 (Testimony of Toni Snider); Tr. 
Vol. I, p. 26, L. 1 - p. 33, L. 1 (Testimony of Betty Jean Arnold). 
Betty Jean Arnold likewise had no bias, as she is related by marriage to both Ron 
and Toni. She accepted an invitation from Toni to go to lunch with Bette, and overheard 
Bette's statement to Toni. 
Bette's Poor lVlemory. 
On direct examination, Bette testified that she "didn't know exactly" what 
happened when she signed off on the cabin (Tr. Vol. II, p. 39, L. 6-8), and she didn't 
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recall any discussions that she had at the time she signed it (Tr. Vol. II, p. 40, L. 15-19), 
that she couldn't recall whose names were on the form when she signed it (Tr. Vol. II, p. 
41, L. 14-24), and that she did not recall any discussions with the Sniders about transfer 
of the cabin Tr. Vol. II, P. 42, L. 7-10. 
On one hand she testified that she had discussed the matter of the cabin with her 
husband at "great lengths" and decided that they needed to have wills made, and "that 
was what we were going to do, that was what was going to happen to the cabin". Tr. Vol. 
II, p. 43, L. 17- p. 44, L. 5). In the next breath, she said her intent was to leave it to Ron. 
Tr. Vol. II, p. 44, L. 6-8. 
When shown the "bill of sale" she had signed at Ron's request in 2005 (PI. Ex. 3) 
she didn't recognize it, except by her signature (Tr. Vol. II, p. 47, L. 3 -7) and didn't 
remember any of the language in it or the circumstances of signing it. Tr. Vol. II, p. 48, 
L. 3 - 19. When counsel read her the part that said: "This transfer is in agreement with 
the intentions of my late husband, Francis Doyle Arnold. Further, his intent was that the 
cabin and property be shared with Mary Snider, sister of Ronald Arnold" he asked her 
what the word "shared" meant, and her response was: "Just to be able to go to the cabin 
like we always had." Tr. Vol. II, p. 49, L. 4-9. 
She couldn't recall meeting with Steve and Toni in 2009, and thought they had a 
phone conversation about Doyle's Social Security Number. Tr. Vol. II, p. 49, L. 20 - p. 
50, L. 17. In fact, however, Steve and Toni had been to her house for a personal visit and 
had been given Doyle's driver's license by Bette at that meeting. Tr. Vol. I, p. 69, L. 14-
p. 72, 4; Tr. Vol. II, p. 9, L. 12 - p. 10, L. 11. They have Doyle's driver's license as 
proof of the actual meeting. (PI. Ex. 9). 
On cross-examination, Bette confirmed that she did not remember the 
circumstances of signing the transfer papers, what names were on or even where she 
was when she signed it. Vol. II, p. 65, 13 p. 68, L. 20. When questioned about the 
notion that only one person's name could be on the new special use permit, she believed 
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that her husband, Doyle, had told her that, even though he had been dead for several 
months before the Forest Service policy was changed. Tr. Vol. II, p. 69, L. 11- 20. 
When confronted about the fact that she had given Doyle's driver's license to 
Toni and Steve, she admitted that there "could have" been a meeting at her house, after 
all. Tr. Vol. II, p. 71, L. 11- p. 72, L. 17. 
Ron's Influence on Bette. 
Bette testified on cross-examination that Ron had been helping her with her 
finances for the past few months, and she was very grateful. Tr. Vol. II, p. 53, L. 23 p. 
54. L. 5. This testimony was elicited at the trial of this matter on November 23,2010. 
Coincidentally, all the affidavits submitted by Bette were prepared during roughly that 
same time period. (The Affidavit of Bette F. Arnold submitted as part of the Arnold's 
summary judgment materials, is undated. The notary statement indicates that it was 
signed January 6, 2010, but the date appears to be a mistake, as it is identical with the 
expiration date of the notary, and the affidavit was mailed August 17,2010. R. Vol. I, p. 
90-93 The Second Affidavit of Bette M. Arnold appears to have been signed October 8, 
2010. R. Vol. II, p 272-277). 
All the relevant documents pertaining to this matter that Bette signed, were either 
prepared by Ron, or by Ron's attorney. She simply signed whatever was put in front of 
her. 
Appellant has made much of the supposedly strained relationship between Bette 
and Toni. Toni acknowledged that something had gone wrong with the relationship, and 
to this day she still does not know what went wrong. She made it clear, however, that the 
strain did not appear until several months after the cabin had been transferred to the 
Arnolds and Sniders. In between, she and Steve had been to Bette's house to thank her 
and had a nice visit. Tr. Vol. I, p. 79, 19 - p. 82, L. 4. They also had a cordial visit in 
2009. Tr. Vol. I, p. 69, L. 14 - p. 72, L. 4. 
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Considering all the circumstances presented to the court, it was well within the 
court's discretion to find that Bette's testimony was not credible. 
THE COURT FOUND THAT TONI'S TESTIMONY 'VAS MORE 
CREDIBLE THAN RON'S 
Evidence supporting this finding can be found in the following forms: 
Ron's Version of the Circumstances Surrounding the Transfer from Bette is 
Not Believable. 
The version of the facts presented by the Arnolds is frankly, unbelievable, and 
flies in the face of the written documents. 
The application for transfer signed in January of 1983 clearly specifies that the 
Arnolds and Sniders were all transferees. The Sniders' names are actually typed on the 
lines and the Arnolds' names are typed above, negating the idea that the Snider's names 
were added later, and supporting the version of Toni and Steve that all the names were 
placed on the form at the same time with both families present. (PI. Ex. 2( d), Part II) 
Ron testified that he knew in advance that the Forest Service would not issue a 
permit in the names of both families, that he told her that in advance, and that she wanted 
him to put their names on anyway. He said he was going to go along with Toni's request, 
and add their names, as an "accommodation" to them, with the advance knowledge that 
the Forest Service would treat it as "insignificant" and issue the permit to only Ron and 
Dorothy anyway. Tr. Vol. II, p. 93, L. 4 p. 96, L. 18. 
The notion that Ron knew in advance that the Forest Service would not accept 
both names, and would consider the addition of the Sniders' names "insignificant", is 
contrary to the written evidence. 
Ron testified on cross-examination that his point of contact with Forest 
Service had been Charles Jones, the District Ranger. Vol. II,p. 171, 8-p.172, 
13. Accordingly, Mr. Jones would have been the one who allegedly told him in advance 
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about the policy and that the permit would be issued in only the Arnolds' names, no 
matter what was on the application. 
However, page two of the application is signed by Charles Jones on January 14, 
1983, recommending approval of the application as submitted. Would he have made 
that recommendation if he knew in advance that the application would be rejected? 
The letter of February 7, 1983 to Ron from Charles Jones (PI. Ex. 2(1)) is 
overwhelming proof that none of the players knew in advance that the permit would not 
be issued in the names of both families. It begins: 
"Dear Mr. Arnold: I have not been able to reach you by phone so I thought I had 
better write to let you know why the permit only had your name on it." 
Would he have written such a letter ifhe had known in advance that the permit 
would not be issued in both names? Of course not. The Forest Service policy had just 
changed. 
Ron testified that he put Steve and Toni's names on the application "later" to try 
to keep peace in the family and to make Toni feel better, because she insisted on having 
her name on the application even though everyone knew in advance that it would be 
rejected. 
How would it have made her feel any better to have her name on the application 
under those conditions? 
Ron also testified that one of the reasons he put the Sniders' names on the 
application was so the Forest Service would know who was using the cabin. However, 
he later admitted that the Forest Service does not care about the identity of guests. Tr. 
Vol. II, p. 180, L. 14 p. 181, L. 12. 
all the parties knew in advance that only the names of one family could be on a 
permit, why would they all agree to perform a meaningless gesture by submitting an 
application with more names than would be accepted, why would the forest ranger 
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recommend approval, and why would the forest ranger feel the need later to explain why 
it did not happen according to their expectations? How would going through a charade 
like that have made Toni feel any better or bring peace to the family? 
The bottom line is that the whole bizarre explanation makes no sense and the 
court had ample reason to discredit it. 
Attacks on Toni's Credibility. 
Arnolds make much of Toni's mistaken recollection set forth in her affidavit that 
the transfer papers were signed in Cascade with all parties present. The Court, however, 
saw that as an honest mistake that did not detract from the remainder of her testimony. 
Steve pointed out that there had, in fact, been other occasions, at least one, in which all 
the parties had met in Cascade, so it was easy to see how she might have been confused 
about that venue, after 26 years. Tr. Vol. II, p. 10, L. 17 - p. 11, L. 4. 
Appellants also allege that Toni's testimony should be discredited entirely 
because she had once been accused of stealing from the Kuna School District where she 
was employed. Tr. Vol. I, p. 79, L. 3 18. However, the truth of the matter was that she 
had been falsely accused, did not steal anything, and resigned of her own volition without 
being asked, just because the trust had been broken between her and the district. Tr. Vol. 
I, p. 131, L. 17 -po 132, L. 20) 
Interestingly, a similar accusation had apparently been made against Dorothy at 
her work, leading to her resignation as well. Tr. Vol. I, p. 132, L. 21 - p. 133. L. 1. 
Corroboration of Frank Jardine. 
The credibility of Steve and Toni and Steve was bolstered by the testimony of 
Frank Jardine, another disinterested witness who is friends with both the Arnolds and 
Sniders. One of his best friends is Dorothy Arnold's brother. Mr. Jardine had been a guest 
at the cabin, had seen the "Arnold/Snider" sign in front of the place, and knew from his 
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association with both parties that the property was jointly owned by the Arnolds and 
Sniders. He was an insurance agent in the mid-1980's and he recalled a meeting with Ron 
at Ron's school wherein Ron asked ifhe could give him a quote on insurance for the 
cabin. In that meeting, Ron admitted that the cabin was jointly o\\TIed with the Sniders. 
Tr. Vol. I, p. 13, L. 9 - p. 23, L. 25. 
Course of Conduct. 
Most importantly, the subsequent course of conduct by the parties is consistent 
with joint ownership. As pointed out above, from the time the permit was transferred in 
1983, the parties shared the use on an equal basis. The court found it significant that on 
one occasion, Ron called Toni and asked for permission to alter the normal arrangement 
for use - something that an absolute owner would not ask of a "guest". Tr. Vol. I, p. 48, 
L. 15 -po 49, L. 9. 
The parties also shared expenses for the cabin and shared the cost of 
improvements and maintenance. The permit, insurance and utilities were in Ron's name 
and he kept the books. Toni would send checks in response to the Arnold's requests and 
believed she was paying half. Tr. Vol. I, p. 51, L.14 p. 56, L. 5; (PI. Ex. 4). The court 
found it significant that Toni consistently called the Arnolds to inquire about the 
expenses to be sure the Sniders were paying their share. Although many of their checks 
had been lost in a flood a few years earlier, the Sniders were able to produce a number of 
canceled checks from recent years, many of which contain specific references, such as 
"taxes" or "insurance" or "lease", and which are for precise amounts of dollars and cents, 
as opposed to whole round numbers that one would expect from someone making a 
"voluntary contribution" in exchange for the use of the cabin. (PI. Ex. 4) 
For the past two years, following Ron's announcement to Toni that the Arnolds 
were claiming sole ownership of the cabin, Arnolds have refused to provide information 
about the expenses or to accept checks from Sniders. Sniders have been forced to 
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estimate the annual cost and have tendered checks in the amount of $600 each year, but 
those tenders have been refused. Tr. Vol. I, p. 56, L. 3 - 5. 
Appellants are critical of the fact that Sniders could not produce checks equal to 
one-half of the total expenses for the cabin for the past 26 years, and opine that such 
failure should cut against their credibility. However, they ignore the fact that the Arnolds 
kept no record of the contributions made by the Sniders and were not able to produce 
more than two or three canceled checks of their own in response to Sniders discovery 
requests. Tr. Vol. II, p. 156, L. 20 - p. 157, L. 25. 
Steve and Toni both testified that they would never have contributed the labor and 
money for improvements, repairs and personal property, would not have done the things 
they did, and would never have paid half the expenses if they did not believe they were 
joint owners. If they had known from the beginning that Ron and Dorothy were claiming 
sole ownership, they would have had a confrontation back in 1983. Tr. Vol. I, p. 74, L. 14 
- p. 75, L. 2; Tr. Vol. II, p. 11, L. 5 - p. 12, L. 7. No rational person would invest so 
much in a property that they only had the use of. 
Would they have served faithfully in the cabin owner's association, held offices, 
and worked on the community water system if they were merely guests? Of course not. 
Based upon all of the foregoing facts, the court found that the case presented by 
Steve and Toni Snider was accurate and truthful, and that the contrary assertions of Ron 
and Dorothy Arnold were not. Each of the specific findings of the court is supported by 
substantial and competent evidence. 
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DID THE COURT'S DECISION DEPRIVE BETTE ARNOLD OF 
THE RIGHT TO DISPOSE OF HER PROPERTY AS SHE SAW 
FIT 
Court found that she did dispose of it as she saw fit, by giving it to the Arnolds 
and Sniders, and that her recent confusion is the result of advanced age and the 
manipulation of Ron Arnold. She was not deprived of any rights. 
Furthermore, Bette Arnold is not a party to this litigation, and has no standing to 
raise an issue founded on an alleged violation of her rights. 
Counsel has not cited any authority to support the notion that Bette's rights should 
be addressed by this court, or that the Arnolds might have standing on her behalf to raise 
such an issue. The argument is simply another rehashing of the conflicting testimony, 
with slightly different coloring, but still aimed at convincing this court to substitute its 
judgment for the trial judge as to the credibility of the witnesses that appeared before it in 
this proceeding. 
CONCLUSION 
For all the foregoing reasons, Respondents request that this court affirm the 
decision of the District Judge, and award attorneys fees and costs to Respondents. 
Respectfully submitted this 2nd day of November, 2011. 
Attorney for Respondents 
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Form Approved OMB No. 0596'{)062; Expires 8/ 
United States 
Forest Service 
REQUEST FOR TERMINATION Of AND APPLlCATIOI"J FOR SPECIAl.. USE PERMIT 
(Ref: FSM 2716) 
This report Is authorized by the Organic Act of June 4, 1897 for the purpose of evaluating the requested actions and no permit may be Issued urh 
this form Is completed. 
TO: FOREST SUPERVISOR ______ ..-::;:::..:::=:..::-.-.::.::::.....:::::..::::..:..:.:.:.::.....:...:::.::..2.'::...:~ ________________ _ NATIONAL FOE:, 
I (WE), THE UNDERSIGNED PERMITTEE(S) UNDER THAT CERTAIN SPECIAL USE PERMIT, DATED _--'""-"~~,"",,6...1--,",,,,..w,--____ _ 
* [CONVEYED ALL i'v'tY (OUR) RiGt7T9 TiTLE, AND iNTEREST ~N AND TO THE Hv1PROVEMENTS LOC.4TED ON THE PARCEL COVERED 8Y S, 
PERMIT.] 
OR 
ACCORDINGLY, I (WE) REQUEST THAT SAiD SPECIAL·USE PERMIT BE TERMINATED. THE REMAINING BALANCE OF ANY FEES PREV10USl 
PAID SHOULD BE CREDITED TO THE APPLICANT NAMED BELOW. 
6 DATE: ______ ~~~~ __ ~ ________________ __ 
*STRIKE OUT INAPPLICABLE ALTERNATIVES 
pART 
APPLICATION IS HEREBY MADE FOR A SPECIAL-USE PERMIT TO COVER THE SAME PARCEL OF 
iN THE ABOVE REQUEST, AND FOR THE SAME PURPOSE OF SAID PERMIT, SUBJECT, HOWEVER, 
TIONS AS THE CiRCUMSTANCES MAV WARRANT, 
I (WE) ACKNOWLEDGE THAT WHEN A NEW PERMiT IS TRANSFER FEE 
iNITIAL FOR THE NEW PERMIT. 
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IF TERMINATION IS RECOMMENDED, ATTACH JUSTIF 
No 
2. WHAT IS THE CONDITiON OF EXISTING IMPROVEMENTS? 
Good 
3. IS THE FEt: FOR THE PERMIT APPP.OPRIA I E? (Attach 
Yes 
computation sneer requIred) 
4. IS THE 
Yes 
5. IS CURRENT MAP OF THE USE ATTACHED? _--'''-'''-______ -' 
6. DESCRIBE UNDESIRABLE SITUATIONS TO BE CORRECTED. 
is IT ADEQUATE? _--":..:::::.::::-______ IF NOT, EXPLAIN 
None - Complete construction of addition. 
7. LIST MANDATORY AND SUGGESTEO SPECIAL THE PERMIT FORM. 
Same as 
REMARl'(S, 
Rec:ommend 
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TYPE 
OR PRINT 
IN 
ERMANENT 
INK 
DECEOENT 
)h 
2 1982 State of Idaho CERTIFICATE OF DEATH 
STAlE OF HIRTH (lflJot!f) USA CIII/Hl OF WHl\! C{)!JNTny 
name r:ouflrryJ 
Colorado " U.S.il. 
SOCIAL SEC.URtTY NUMBER 
13  
REStOENCE - STATE COUNTY 
Idaho lSb liela 
FA1HER . NAME 
19,. Her'l.d:L::m 
NAME OF FACILITY 
____________ to __________ __ 
To the best of rny..knowlerige, death 
occurred at ,he time, date and place and ciue to the causels) stated 
", 2?q 
cate 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that I have this 2nd day of November, 2011, caused two 
(2) copies ofthe foregoing document to be served by U.S. Mail, first class postage 
prepaid, upon:: 
Christ T. Troupis 
TROUPIS LAW OFFICE, P A 
1299 E. Iron Eagle, Ste. 130 
P. O. Box 2408 
Eagle, Idaho 83616 
Michael G. Pierce 
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